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haps, but not hampered, by descriptions and reflections. The
drawback, in this case, is that events capable of being related in
clear and telling sequence, almost inevitably mean dramatic
events. Narrative history is tempted, and perhaps compelled,
to neglect age-long, unobvious, almost imperceptible changes.
It must deal with striking personalities, great crises, decisive
contests. We need hardly say that, the more dramatic the nar-
rative, the greater its popular appeal. Not merely in books, but
in actual politics, we love to be entertained by colorful and ex-
citing scenes. The wisest and most efficient regime is doomed,
if it allows the country to be bored 5 the most reckless adven-
turer will have his chance, if he knows how to dramatize him-
self and the people whom he leads. In the deeper sense of the
term, we need far more "realism" than we have at present in
our historical thinking 5 more of the humble truth, less of daz-
zling make-believe.

Narrative history, with its tendency to the dramatic, is associ-
ated with the biographical; as a rule, events are never so
striking as when they are focused in the career of individuals.
The French Revolution, enormously greater than any of its
protagonists, hero or victim, has been for that reason something
of a puzzle and a scandal. We are constantly attempting to re-
interpret it in terms of outstanding personalities: Mirabeau,
Lafayette, Danton, Marat, Robespierre, and even Marie
Antoinette: all frail vessels tossed for a moment on the angry
flood. According to that view, ideas are but shadows, common
men are lost anonymously in the herd: the born king of men
is God's chosen instrument. This is a theory as ancient as his-
tory itself, although it was most clearly expressed in the nine-
teenth century, by Carlyle in Heroes and Hero-Worship^ by
Napoleon III in the famous Preface to his Life of Caesar. On
the other side stands Tolstoy, who, in War and Peace, denies
that Napoleon's will could in any way deflect the course of
history. For very different reasons, the sociological historians
agree with the Russian apostle. The essential realities, in their